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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Application filed on 1 1/30/2000 and 
IDS filed on 11/30/2000. 

2. Claims 1 -26 are pending in this case. Claims 1 , 15,21, and 23-26 are 
independent claims. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings were received on 1 1/30/2000. These drawings are accepted. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. The term "anchor-heavy" in claims 1-14, 23, and 25 is a relative term which 
renders the claim indefinite. The term "anchor-heavy" is not defined by the claim, the 
specification does not provide a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one 
of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably apprised of the scope of the 
invention. 

It is noted that the examiner will take the broadest possible definition of the term. In this 
case, the examiner interprets anchor-heavy to be containing more than one anchor. 



Application/Control Number: 09/727,212 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2178 

7. The term "about three" and the term "about four" in claims 4, 8, and 12 are a 
relative terms which renders the claim indefinite. The terms "about three" and "about 
four" are not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard for 
ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. No specific range is set, so any 
range at this point is applicable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

8. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

9. Claims 1-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claims are not directed to statutory subject matter because the claimed 
subject matter: 

(1 ) does not fall within one of the four statutory classes of inventions under 35 
U.S.C. 101; and/or 

(2) falls within the mere idea or abstract intellectual concept exception to 35 
U.S.C. 101. 

The claimed invention is so abstract and sweeping as to cover the method if 
practiced by a human operator assisted only by pencil and paper. Claims 1-22 do not 
include a particular machine or apparatus, and no machine-implemented steps are 
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recited. Every step is capable of performance by the human mind. A method of this 
sort, traditionally called a "mental process", is not patentable subject matter. 

"Phenomena of nature, though just discovered, "mental processes", abstract 
intellectual concepts are not patentable as they are the basic tools of scientific and 
technological work." (Emphasis added). Gottschalk v. Benson, 175 U.S.P.Q. 673, 675 
(U.S.S.C. 1972). See also, In re Prater and Wei, 159 U.S.P.Q. 583 (1968), rehearing, 
162 U.S.P.Q 571 (1969). 

10. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
not supported by either a specific and substantial asserted utility or a well established 
utility. 

A practical application or result of the claimed invention is not clearly recited in 
the claims, thus it is unclear what an asserted utility would be. 

Claims 1-26 also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. Specifically, 
since the claimed invention is not supported by either a specific and substantial 
asserted utility or a well established utility for the reasons set forth above, one skilled in 
the art clearly would not know how to use the claimed invention. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claims 5, 8, and 1 3 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 101, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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12. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: The claim limiations of the allowable claims recite specific threshold values 
which are not found nor would be obvious based on the art of record. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

15. Claims 1, 9, 15, and 18-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mr. Cluey ("How can I find out how many hyperlinks there are on a 
page?" published on September 10, 2000). 
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Regarding independent claim 1, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which a 
document is segmented into components and the amount of links in each component is 
counted (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. Cluey discloses that the amount of links 
are obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"), thus determining if it is anchor-heavy. Mr. 
Cluey does not disclose that components are then determined to be navigation bars. 
However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have determined if the component was a navigation bar based 
on the count of the anchors because the definition by the applicant of navigation bar is 
said to be an area that is "anchor-heavy". 

Regarding dependent claim 9, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which the 
document can be parsed into separate components for analysis, in which case certain 
parts are the children of other parts (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). 

Regarding independent claim 15, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which a 
document is segmented into components and the amount of links in each component is 
counted (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. Cluey discloses that the amount of links 
are obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"), thus determining if it is anchor-heavy. Mr. 
Cluey does not disclose that components are then determined to be navigation bars or 
objectionable navigation bars. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have determined if the component 
was a navigation bar or an objectionable navigation bar based on the count of the 
anchors because the definition by the applicant of navigation bar is said to be an area 
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that is "anchor-heavy" and an objectionable navigation bar is said to be a navigation bar 
that contains too few anchors. 

Regarding dependent claims 18-20, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which a 
document is segmented into components and the amount of links in each component is 
counted (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. Cluey discloses that the amount of links is 
obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"), which includes a component containing zero 
links. Mr. Cluey does not disclose that components are then determined to be 
objectionable navigation bars. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have determined if the component 
was an objectionable navigation bar based on the count of the anchors because the 
definition by the applicant an objectionable navigation bar is said to be a navigation bar 
that contains too few anchors. 

Regarding independent claim 21, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which the 
document can be parsed into separate components for analysis, in which case certain 
parts are the children of other parts (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. Cluey also 
discloses a method in which a document is segmented into components and the 
amount of links in each component is counted (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. 
Cluey discloses that the amount of links are obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"), 
thus determining if it is anchor-heavy. Mr. Cluey does not disclose that components are 
then determined to be navigation bars. However, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have determined if the 
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component was a navigation bar based on the count of the anchors because the 
definition by the applicant of navigation bar is said to be an area that is "anchor-heavy". 

Regarding dependent claim 22, the claim incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as claim 18. Thus, the claim is rejected along the same rationale as 
claims 18. 

Regarding independent claims 23 and 25, the claims incorporate substantially 
similar subject matter as claim 1 . Thus, the claims are rejected along the same 
rationale as claim 1 . 

Regarding independent claims 24 and 26, the claims incorporate substantially 
similar subject matter as claim 15. Thus, the claims are rejected along the same 
rationale as claim 15. 

1 6. Claims 2-4, 6-7, 1 0-1 2, 1 4, and 1 6-1 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Mr. Cluey ("How can I find out how many hyperlinks there are 
on a page?" published on September 10, 2000) as applied to claims 1, 9, and 15 above, 
and further in view of Roberts et al. (hereinafter Roberts, US Patent Number 6,344,851 , 
filed on November 30, 1 998). 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Mr. Cluey discloses that the amount of links are 
obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"). However, Mr. Cluey does not disclose that a 
comparison is made between the number of links and the number regular words in the 
document. However, Roberts discloses a method in which a document is analyzed in 
which the total number or words is taken against the amount of times that a specific 
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element shows up (column 5, lines 20-46 and Figure 9 of Roberts). It would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to have combined the method of Mr. Cluey 
for link counting with Roberts's element ratios because it would have provided 
visualization of how much of the document contains the element. 

Regarding dependent claims 3 and 4, Mr. Cluey discloses that the amount of 
links is obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"), which would include counts greater 
than a threshold value of about 3 (zero is about three in this case). However, Mr. Cluey 
does not disclose that the number of non-anchor words is found or that the number 
anchors is compared to the number of words. However, Roberts discloses a method in 
which a document is analyzed in which the total number or words is taken against the 
amount of times that a specific element shows up (column 5, lines 20-46 and Figure 9 of 
Roberts). It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to have 
combined the method of Mr. Cluey for link counting with Roberts's element ratios 
because it would have provided visualization of how much of the document contains the 
element, and to have determined if the component was a navigation bar based on the 
count of the anchors because the definition by the applicant of navigation bar is said to 
be an area that is "anchor-heavy" and does not contain many textual words. 

Regarding dependent claims 6 and 7, Mr. Cluey discloses that the amount of 
links are obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"). However, Mr. Cluey does not 
disclose that the number of non-anchor words is found or that a comparison is made 
that of the number of anchors compared to a threshold or the number anchors 
compared to the number of words. However, Roberts discloses a method in which a 
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document is analyzed in which the total number or words is taken against the amount of 
times that a specific element shows up, which include anchor words that are greater 
than the threshold value of about four (zero in this case will be considered to be about 
4) (column 5, lines 20-46 and Figure 9 of Roberts). It would have been obvious at the 
time the invention was made to have combined the method of Mr. Cluey for link 
counting with Roberts's element ratios because it would have provided visualization of 
how much of the document contains the element, and to have determined if the 
component was a navigation bar based on the count of the anchors because the 
definition by the applicant of navigation bar is said to be an area that is "anchor-heavy" 
and does not contain many textual words. 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which the 
document can be parsed into separate components for analysis, in which case certain 
parts are the children of other parts (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. Cluey also 
discloses that the amount of links is obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"). However, 
Mr. Cluey does not disclose that a comparison is made between the number of links 
and the number regular words in the document. However, Roberts discloses a method 
in which a document is analyzed in which the total number or words is taken against the 
amount of times that a specific element shows up (column 5, lines 20-46 and Figure 9 of 
Roberts). It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to have 
combined the method of Mr. Cluey for link counting with Roberts's element ratios 
because it would have provided visualization of how much of the document contains the 
element. 
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Regarding dependent claims 11-12, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which the 
document can be parsed into separate components for analysis, in which case certain 
parts are the children of other parts (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. Cluey also 
discloses that the amount of links is obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"), which 
would include counts greater than a threshold value of about 3 (zero is about three in 
this case). However, Mr. Cluey does not disclose that the number of non-anchor words 
is found or that the number anchors is compared to the number of words. However, 
Roberts discloses a method in which a document is analyzed in which the total number 
or words is taken against the amount of times that a specific element shows up (column 
5, lines 20-46 and Figure 9 of Roberts). It would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the method of Mr. Cluey for link counting with 
Roberts's element ratios because it would have provided visualization of how much of 
the document contains the element, and to have determined if the component was a 
navigation bar based on the count of the anchors because the definition by the applicant 
of navigation bar is said to be an area that is "anchor-heavy" and does not contain many 
textual words. 

Regarding dependent claims 14, Mr. Cluey discloses a method in which the 
document can be parsed into separate components for analysis, in which case certain 
parts are the children of other parts (Page 1-3, "Counting all Links"). Mr. Cluey also 
discloses that the amount of links are obtained (Page 1-3 "Counting all Links"). 
However, Mr. Cluey does not disclose that the number of non-anchor words is found or 
that a comparison is made that of the number of anchors compared to a threshold or the 



Application/Control Number: 09/727,212 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2178 

number anchors compared to the number of words. However, Roberts discloses a 
method in which a document is analyzed in which the total number or words is taken 
against the amount of times that a specific element shows up, which include anchor 
words that are greater than the threshold value of about four (zero in this case will be 
considered to be about 4) (column 5, lines 20-46 and Figure 9 of Roberts). It would 
have been obvious at the time the invention was made to have combined the method of 
Mr. Cluey for link counting with Roberts's element ratios because it would have provided 
visualization of how much of the document contains the element, and to have 
determined if the component was a navigation bar based on the count of the anchors 
because the definition by the applicant of navigation bar is said to be an area that is 
"anchor-heavy" and does not contain many textual words. 

Regarding dependent claims 16 and 17, the claims incorporate substantially 
similar subject matter as claims 2 and 3. Thus, the claims are rejected along the same 
rationale as claims 2 and 3. 

Conclusion 

1 7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure: 

US Patent Number 5,978,818 

US Patent Number 6,144,962 

US Patent Number 6,266,664 

US Patent Number 6,601,100 
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US Patent Application Publication Number 2002/0032694 
US Patent Application Publication Number 2002/0062302 
US Patent Application Publication Number 2002/0099561 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua D Campbell whose telephone number is 
(703)305-5764. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:00 AM - 4:30 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on (703)308-5186. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



JDC 

April 14, 2004 




